Our Common Unity:

What We Mean by “Inclusivity”
 [W]e do not know of any phenomenon in which one subject is influenced by another

without the other exerting a corresponding influence thereupon.

-Eugene Wigner
Words are initially born of what someone’s experience means,  
and then serve as a means of shaping everyone else’s experience.
-And So It Is
We’ve heard it said that “words don’t mean, people do.” This naturally follows from the fact that words do not experience meaning and use people. It is people who experience meaning and then make up words to use in conveying to others the meaning they have perceived in their experience. Words follow experience: every word is invented after the fact of someone’s experience in order to convey their perception of the experience. Once they are invented, words then shape others’ experiencing by molding their perception thereof. 
Some words have unambiguous meanings on which people highly agree, such as the words “door” and “floor”. Other words are fraught with ambiguity. For instance, one person we know defines the word “inclusivity” as “being nice to each other.” Another defines it as “the Golden Rule in practice.” Yet another defines it as “the total interconnectedness of all things.” 
We present three definitions of inclusivity in these pages: “common unity”, “the allness of God”, and “the Great Belonging”. None of these definitions means what the others do, nor do all of them together encompass all of what inclusivity means to us. Nor are any of these terms so unambiguous that no further elaboration of their meaning is required. Yet they are so important to our own understanding of inclusivity that we are writing an entire book to signify what they mean to us.
While the ambiguity associated with terms like “inclusivity” and “common unity” cannot be eliminated, it can be managed, and the foundation of such management is for all concerned to be clear about what each of them means when using such words. We are therefore beginning our book by clearly stating what the terms “inclusivity” and “common unity” signify to us. We do so not to solicit universal agreement that the meaning we attribute these terms is the meaning thereof, rather to present so clearly what these terms signify to us that our readers can discern with comparable clarity whether our meaning is congruent with or divergent from the meaning that they associate with inclusivity and common unity.   
Inclusivity is presently one of humanity’s most central concerns, as evidenced by the scientific community’s growing interest in formulating an all-inclusive “Theory of Everything” (TOE), a single theory that fully explains the physical behavior of all things in the universe (i.e., their common unity) from the smallest sub-atomic particles to the largest galactic clusters. When (and if) such a TOE is one day formulated, it will provide an ultimate definition of common unity, in which all of energy, matter, space, and time is encompassed by a single explanation that leaves out nothing in its description of how everything in the universe works. 
In the meantime, we need not await the formulation of a comprehensive TOE in order to have a comprehensive Theory of Inclusivity (TOI). We already have a provisional answer to the ultimate question that drives the quest for a TOE: “Is there a single organizing principle – i.e., a cosmic “standard operating procedure” (SOP) – that governs all of everything; and if there is, how does this single organizing principle operate?” Our provisional answer to this question is “yes”, and our operational definition of this principle is “omni-inclusive reciprocity”. In other words, omni-inclusive reciprocity is the way that common unity works: All of everything in the cosmos exists in a reciprocally influential relationship with all of everything else. 
Each thing that exists in the cosmos, however tiny or large, is interrelated with every other thing in the cosmos. This includes matter, energy, information, life, consciousness – whatever is common to human experience. Each thing that exists has some influence on and is influenced by every other thing that exists, so that poet Francis Thompson was literally accurate in his pronouncement, “Thou canst not pluck a flower without troubling a star.” Even when we alter just one aspect of something as miniscule as a single electron, this disturbance resonates throughout the entire universe. (Coincidentally, it is a man named Alain Aspect who assisted in demonstrating that this is so.)
Just because the proof of Thompson’s star-struck pronouncement is understood only by adepts in quantum physics does not make it any less valid for the rest of us. What the common unity of inclusivity signifies to us, therefore, is the mutually influential interrelationship that inextricably associates each person, place, thing, and event in the entire cosmos with every other person, place, thing, and event therein. 
While our operational term for the single organizing principle that encompasses the cosmic totality of interrelationship is “omni-inclusive reciprocity”, Buddhist monk Thich Nhat Hanh has given this principle another name, “interbeing”, which he signifies in his book, The Heart of Understanding:
If you are a poet, you will see clearly that there is a cloud floating in this sheet of paper. Without a cloud, there will be no rain; without rain, the trees cannot grow; and without trees, we cannot make paper. The cloud is essential for the paper to exist. If the cloud is not here, the sheet of paper cannot be here either. So we can say that the cloud and the paper inter-are. Interbeing is a word that is not in the dictionary yet, but if we combine the prefix "inter-" with the verb "to be," we have a new verb, inter-be. Without a cloud we cannot have paper, so we can say that the cloud and the sheet of paper inter-are.

If we look into this sheet of paper even more deeply, we can see the sunshine in it. If the sunshine is not there, the forest cannot grow. In fact, nothing can grow. Even we cannot grow without sunshine. And so, we know that the sunshine is also in this sheet of paper. The paper and the sunshine inter-are. And if we continue to look, we can see the logger who cut the tree and brought it to the mill to be transformed into paper. And we see the wheat. We know the logger cannot exist without his daily bread, and therefore the wheat that became his bread is also in this sheet of paper. And the logger's father and mother are in it too. When we look in this way, we see that without all these things, this sheet of paper cannot exist.

Looking even more deeply, we can see we are in it too. This is not difficult to see, because when we look at a sheet of paper, the sheet of paper is part of our perception. Your mind is in here and mine is also. So we can say that everything is in here with this sheet of paper. You cannot point out one thing that is not here – time, space, the earth, the rain, minerals, the soil, the sunshine, the cloud, the river, the heat. Everything coexists with this sheet of paper. That is why I think the word inter-be should be in the dictionary. "To be" is to inter-be. You cannot be just by yourself alone. You have to be with every other thing. This sheet of paper is, because everything else is.

Suppose we try to return one of the elements to its source. Suppose we return the sunshine to the sun. Do you think that the sheet of paper will be possible? No, without sunshine nothing can be. And if we return the logger to the mother, then we have no sheet of paper either. The fact is that this sheet of paper is made up only of "non-paper elements." And if we return these non-paper elements to their sources, then there can be no paper at all. Without "non-paper elements," like mind, logger, sunshine and so on there will be no paper. As thin as this sheet of paper is, it contains everything
The word “inclusivity” means to the authors of this book what the omni-inclusive reciprocity of “interbeing” means to Thich Nhat Hahn: that all things are influentially related to all other things, and are containing of the influence of all other things, because every influence is omni-mutually extended to infinity, however attenuated it may become over distances of space and time. This is the “Theory of Inclusivity” with which we are TOI-ing throughout the pages that follow. 
We do not expect our readers to scrap the meanings that they associate with “inclusivity” in order to adopt ours. Nor do we expect them to scrap our meaning for the sake of preserving their own We instead ask only that our readers clearly discern how and why their meanings of inclusivity differ from ours, and to suspend all judgments concerning any differences as they read this book.
In other words, we are asking our readers to encounter this book in willingness to be open to its perspectives, in the manner of suspended judgment described by one of its earliest readers, Ben Young: “Were I to assume that this is true, what questions can I ask to discover what is presently ‘unknown’ to me that I would first have to experience as 'knowing' in order to ‘get it’?”
The Whereabouts of Inclusivity
For some persons inclusivity is a moral precept of right behavior, such as being nice or living according to the Golden Rule. We instead view inclusivity as a universal operational principle which, we are told, like the equally universal principle of gravity is “not just a good idea, it’s the law.” We are just as bound by the principle of inclusivity as we are by the principle of gravity.
Yet unlike such questions as “where is the door?” and “where is the floor?” we cannot answer the question “where is inclusivity?” by simply pointing to it. Just as we cannot point to gravity, only the evidence thereof, so it is with inclusivity. We cannot point to inclusivity itself, only to our experience of the secondary evidence of its existence. 
As a single organizing principle, which operates universally via the omni-inclusive reciprocity of interbeing, inclusivity is in the realm of ineffability acknowledged in Hebrews 11:3: “. . . things which are seen were not made of things which do appear.” Most simply stated, inclusivity is located everywhere. More precisely stated, inclusivity is located both within and between every “where”. The elusiveness of that which is within and/or between is illustrated in an anecdote from Alan Watts:
Once when my children asked me what God is, I replied that God is the deepest inside of everything. We were eating grapes, and they asked whether God was inside the grapes. When I answered, “Yes,” they said, “Let’s cut one open and see.” Cutting the grape, I said, “That’s funny, I don’t think we have found the real inside. We’ve found just another outside. Let’s try again.” So I cut one of the halves and put the other in one of the children’s mouths. “Oh dear,” I exclaimed, “we seem to have just some more outsides!” Again I gave one quarter to one of the children and split the other. “Well, all I see is still another outside,” I said, eating one eighth part myself. But just as I was about to cut the other, my little girl ran for her bag and cried, “Look! Here is the inside of my bag, but God isn’t there.” “No,” I answered, “that isn’t the inside of your bag. That’s the inside-outside, but God is the inside-inside and I don’t think that we’ll ever get at it.”  

The closest we can come to “getting at” inclusivity by looking for it is by viewing the secondary evidence of its existence. For example, in response to a nationwide epidemic of exclusivity in the 1930’s called “One Hundred Percent Americanism”, anthropologist Ralph Linton illustrated the inexorable inclusivity of U.S. culture as follows:

There can be no doubt about the average American’s Americanism or his desire to preserve this precious heritage at all costs.  Nevertheless, some insidious foreign ideas have already wormed their way into his civilization without his realizing what was going on.

Thus dawn finds the unsuspecting patriot garbed in pajamas, a garment of East Indian origin; and lying in a bed built on a pattern which originated in either Persia or Asia Minor.  He is muffed to the ears in un-American materials; cotton, first domesticated in India; linen, domesticated in the Near East; wool from an animal native to Asia Minor; or silk whose uses were first discovered by the Chinese.  All these substances have been transformed into cloth by methods invented in Southwestern Asia.  If the weather is cold enough he may even be sleeping under an eiderdown quilt invented in Scandinavia.

On awakening he glances at the clock, a medieval European invention, uses one potent Latin word in abbreviated form, rises in haste, and goes to the bathroom.  Here, if he stops to think about it, he must feel himself in the presence of a great American institution: he will have heard stories of both the quality and frequency of foreign plumbing and will know that in no other country does the average man perform his ablutions in the midst of such splendor.  But the insidious foreign influence pursues him even here.  Glass was invented by the ancient Egyptians, the use of glazed tiles for floors and walls in the Near East, porcelain in China and the art of enameling on metal by Mediterranean artisans of the Bronze Age.  Even his bathtub and toilet are but slightly modified copies of Roman originals.  The only purely American contribution to the ensemble is the steam radiator, against which our patriot very briefly and unintentionally places his posterior.

In this bathroom, the American washes with soap invented by the ancient Gauls.  Next he cleans his teeth, a subversive European practice which did not invade America until the latter part of the eighteenth century.  He then shaves, a masochistic rite first developed by the heathen priests of ancient Egypt and Sumer.  The process is made less of a penance by the fact that his razor is of steel, an iron-carbon alloy discovered in either India or Turkestan.  Lastly he dries himself on a Turkish towel.

Returning to the bedroom, the unconscious victim of un-American practices removes his clothes from a chair, invented in the Near East, and proceeds to dress.  He puts on close-fitting tailored garments whose form derived from the skin clothing of the ancient nomad of the Asiatic steppes and fastens them with buttons whose prototypes appeared in Europe at the close of the Stone Age.  This costume is appropriate enough for outdoor exercise in a cold climate, but is quite unsuited to American summers, steam-heated houses, and Pullmans.  Nevertheless, foreign ideas and habits hold the unfortunate man in thrall even when common sense tells him that the authentically American costume of gee string and moccasins would be far more comfortable. He puts on his feet stiff coverings made from hide prepared by a process invented in ancient Egypt and cut to a pattern which can be traced back to ancient Greece, and makes sure that they are properly polished, also a Greek idea.  Lastly, he ties about his neck a strip of bright-colored cloth which is a vestigial survival of the shoulder shawls worn by seventh-century Croats.  He gives himself a final appraisal in the mirror, an old Mediterranean invention, and goes downstairs to breakfast.

Here a whole new series of foreign things confronts him.  His food and drink are placed before him in pottery vessels, the popular name of which—china—is sufficient evidence of their origin.  His fork is a medieval Italian invention and his spoon a copy of a Roman original.  He will usually begin the meal with coffee, an Abyssinian plant first discovered by the Arabs.  The American is quite likely to need it to dispel the morning-after effects of overindulgence in fermented spirits, invented in the Near East; or distilled ones, invented by the alchemists of medieval Europe.  Whereas the Arabs took their coffee straight, he will probably sweeten it with sugar, discovered in India; and dilute it with cream, both the domestication of cattle and the technique of milking having originated in Asia Minor.

If our patriot is old-fashioned enough to adhere to the so-called American breakfast, his coffee will be accompanied by an orange, domesticated in the Mediterranean region, cantaloupe domesticated in Persia, or grapes domesticated in Asia Minor.  He will follow this with a bowl of cereal made from grain domesticated in the Near East and prepared by methods also invented there.  From this he will go on to waffles, a Scandinavian invention, with plenty of butter, originally a Near-Eastern cosmetic.  As a side dish he may have the egg of a bird domesticated in Asia or strips of the flesh of an animal domesticated in the same region, which have been salted and smoked by a process invented in Northern Europe.

Breakfast over, he places upon his head a molded piece of felt, invented by the nomads of Eastern Asia, and if it looks like rain, puts on outer shoes of rubber, discovered by the ancient Mexicans, and takes an umbrellas invented in India.  He then sprints for his train—the train, not the sprinting, being an English invention.  At the station he pauses for a moment to buy a newspaper, paying for it with coins invented in ancient Lydia.  Once on board he settles book to inhale the fumes of a cigarette invented in Mexico, or a cigar invented in Brazil.  Meanwhile, he reads the news of the day, imprinted in characters invented by the ancient Semites by a process invented in Germany upon a material invented in China.  As he scans the latest editorial pointing out the dire results to our institutions of accepting foreign ideas, be will not fail to thank a Hebrew God in an Indo-European language that he is a one hundred per cent (decimal system invented by the Greeks) American (from Americus Vespucci, Italian geographer).  -American Mercury, April 1937.
Had Linton written his essay today, three quarters of a century later, his list of cultural assimilations could easily be twice as long.
To the inexorable interbeing of cross-cultural inclusivity, we have added in recent centuries the inexorability of technological “interdoing”, as described by Richard Moss:

A group of 40 people could fabricate a satisfactory home rather quickly.  They could build a foundation, floors, walls and a roof, insulate with natural elements and incorporate fireplaces for heat and cooking.  This could be relatively easy.  But if all 40 people were to work together for the rest of their lives they could not collectively reproduce one disposable ballpoint pen.  To do so would require the mining of ores and the refining and smelting of metals.  It would mean drilling down through the ground to liberate the stored oil and understanding how to process it to synthesize plastics.  It would require knowledge of dyes and fluids.  Forty people, or even 400, are not sufficient to this task if they stand outside the industrial collective.

A simple thing like a disposable ballpoint pen stands as a monument to our collective nature—a perhaps absurd symbol of our inseparability.  And it points to this oneness in a single dimension, the material plane.  We are, I have discovered, equally as one in the bodily, emotional, mental and energetic dimensions. -The I That Is We
Baking cake from scratch – it takes an entire universe to birth a child, raise a child, and sustain a child.

We are all endowed with the potential to experience our unity.

In James' time, animistic cosmologies had long since given way to the doctrine of atomism, in which 

Bobcat and Rabbit

In James' time, animistic cosmologies had long since given way to the doctrine of atomism, in which invisible and indivisible particles of matter were considered to be the foundational building blocks of the universe. Atomic interactions were posited as the ultimate cause of all that is and of everything that happens, and all causal explanations were therefore presumably reducible thereto. With the exception of a few pioneering quantum physicists, William James’ scientific contemporaries accepted the atomistic view with the same certainty that some ancient animists accorded to "turtles all the way down." 

Scientific reductionism has supported the proliferation of a hierarchy of compartmentalized perspectives on causality. This has in turn fostered a tendency toward mental territoriality, which is reflected in the following argument among scientific specialists, each of whom tends to suffer from the paralysis of his own unique analysis, a condition otherwise known as “hardening of the categories”:
A rabbit has been nibbling on the young shoots at the edge of a forest clearing. Suddenly, it takes alarm and leaps upward, only to be met by a bobcat crashing down on it. How do we best describe and interpret this event?

 “Clearly,” says the ecologist, "we are looking at a small sector of an ecosystem—specifically a portion of  food chain that involves a secondary heterotroph (bobcat) catching a primary heterotroph (rabbit), in turn feeding on an autotroph (green plant).  Solar energy captured by the green plant is being transmitted and partitioned within an ecosystem.”

"All true," says the organismal physiologist, "but let's look below the surface!  Behavior is not just what you see in looking at whole organisms.  Let’s get some recording electrodes on that rabbit and find out what really is going on.  Now, did you notice that volley in the sensory nerves just before his head goes up?  It shoots right into the central nervous system, up the ascending tracks, through a relay in the hypothalamus, and radiates upward into the cortex.  I don't yet know everything that goes on there, but somehow there is an integration of the incoming signals, and out comes a descending volley.  It zooms down the spinal cord and out the motor neurons; the muscles contract and—leap!  That’s what really goes on during that split second of terror; you have to get down to the level of the nervous system to make real sense out of that interaction."

Now the cell specialist moves in.  "I see that you physiologists are still fussing with the complicated pathways of the nervous system.  You'll never get to the bottom that way.  Look for a shortcut.  Those neural pathways are chains of cells with switching devices at the junctions between them.  What are the exchanges of substance and energy in the switches?  Understand the cells and the switches, and you have the key to the whole business."

 “Actually,” says the electron microscopist, “those switching junctions look pretty interesting, but my electron micrographs show that they are only a special case.  They show the same structural elements that  are present in cell surfaces in general, and they look as though they are engaged in similar sorts of activities.  I doubt that we will really understand the specialized and complicated neural junctions until we have a better idea of how the cell surface works in simpler situations.  I’m concentrating on that and am finally beginning to get somewhere.”

 “That’s fine,” says the biochemist, “but you won’t understand the operation of the cell surface—or any other organelle—until you know its molecular composition and behavior.  You can talk all you want about chains of cells and interactions between them, but it won’t make sense until you know the behavior of these things at the molecular level.  Actually, you know, the nervous system is not too favorable for studying this; much more progress has been made with muscle.  Contraction was a mystery until it was shown that muscle contains the two proteins actin and myosin, neither of which contracts by itself, but which in combination form fibers that can be made to contract.  Once you have captured a system like that in a test tube, you have a chance to learn something!"

"I agree," says the biophysicist.  "With muscle we're finally getting close.  Let me say, though, that we haven't yet discerned what really happens in contraction.  There is a transformation of chemical energy into mechanical energy; presumably, energy-rich bonds are broken in some favorable spatial relation to chemical groups that can use the energy for coupling.  However, the whole problem of energy transfer is a little complicated to follow in contraction and probably is not fundamentally different from other situations that are easier to follow.  For example . . . .”

The voices trail off, as we try to regain focus on the startled rabbit in his death leap.  Do we understand him best as a primary consumer in the food chain of an ecosystem, as an organism in stress, as an assemblage of signaling devices and energized levers, as a community of cells with socialized organelles, as a collective of highly ordered, large molecules whose interactions involve energy transfers of extreme delicacy?  Or do we need to choose among these alternatives?  Is the rabbit not describable and analyzable at all of these levels, and do we not require all of them for full conception?  Like the three blind men who inspected the elephant, our investigators, applying themselves each at a single level, developed different conceptions of the rabbit.  The leaping rabbit, however, is not their conception; it is the actual phenomenon.  Each conception deals with an aspect at a particular level, and each has its advantage and disadvantage, depending on our purpose.  Only in ultimate syntheses of all of the conceptions, including the elaboration of the interaction between the levels, will we recover the real rabbit. –from Clifford Grobstein, The Strategy of Life
If it is true, as is sometimes said, that “God is in the details,” it is somewhere in the details that science lost sight of God. 
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A Planetary Declaration

Our political interconnectivity and interdependence has been acknowledged in a “Planetary Declaration of Independence,” suggesting that instead of being one hundred percent local to any place or culture, we are no less than planetarians:

When in the Course of Planetary Events,

it becomes necessary for All People

to dissolve the political and economic separations

that have set them against one another,

and to assume among the family of Lifekind

their whole, conscious and divine responsibilities,

a clear understanding of the process of co-creation

requires that they declare, affirm and commit

to the values which awaken them to their interdependence.

We hold these truths to be self-evident,

that All Beings are interconnected

and endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights,

that among these are  Life, Self-Realization and Conscious Evolution.







                      -Author Unknown

The Three-Pound Universe

The brain has more connections

than atoms in the universe,

and that's a mighty large sum.

Yet the brain that adds 'em up

can't tell any one of us

where our thoughts come from.

The most fully examined structure of physical interconnectivity, other than that of the quantum field, is the structure of the human brain. Our brain cells are so intricately networked – many of them to as many as a million others – that the number of their inter-linkages exceeds by perhaps millions of magnitudes the total number of atoms in the entire universe. Our neurological interconnectivity and interdependence is acknowledged in the following excerpt from the inside front cover flap of Bright Air, Brilliant Fire: On the Matter of the Mind, Gerald M. Edelman (Basic Books, 1992):

A match-head's worth of the brain contains about a billion connections that can combine in ways that can only be described as hyperastronomical—on the order of ten followed by millions of zeros (there are only about ten followed by eighty zeros' worth of positively charged particles in the whole known universe). 

The Breath of Life

We live not knowing whence our next breath comes and whither our last breath goes.

–Vern Barnet

Our planetary interconnectivity and interdependence is demonstrated by the circulation of Earth’s water, topsoil and air. For instance, were one to take a glass of water and throw it into any ocean from any beach on the planet, one year later one could fill that same glass with water from any other beach of any other ocean in the world, and it would contain some of the molecules that were in today's glass of water.

Similarly, the circulation of atmosphere and the dust that it carries from one place to another is so thorough that each square mile of Earth’s surface (both land and water) contains dirt from every other square mile of land. 
Even more spectacular than this is what the atmosphere does with its own molecules, as illustrated in astronomer Harlow Shapley’s mid-twentieth century calculation of the ultimate dispersion of a single breath of exhaled air. His calculation was feasible because, though our atmosphere consists mostly of carbon, nitrogen and oxygen, it also contains atoms of argon. Being inert, argon atoms do not combine molecularly with any other atoms.  Nor do they dissipate into outer space, being heavier than most other atmospheric gases and thus gravitationally retained close to Earth's surface. Given these conditions, the number of argon atoms in Earth’s atmosphere is for all practical purposes constant, which makes it possible for one to calculate their dispersion with considerable precision.  In an essay entitled "Breathing the Future and the Past" in his 1940’s book, Beyond the Observatory, Shapley described what happens to "Breath X,” whose contingent of argon atoms is comparable to the number of grains of sand on all of Earth’s beaches:

[Breath X] quickly spreads. Its argon, exhaled this morning, by nightfall is all over the neighborhood. In a week it is distributed all over the country; in a month it is in all places where winds blow and gases diffuse. By the end of the year, the quintillions of argon atoms on Breath X will be smoothly distributed throughout all of the free air of the Earth. You will then be breathing some of those same atoms again. A day's breathing a year from now, wherever you are on the Earth's surface, will include at least 15 of the argon atoms of today's Breath X.

This rebreathing of the argon atoms of past breaths, your own and others', has some picturesque implications.  The argon atoms associate us, by an airy bond, with the past and the future.  For instance, if you are more than twenty years old you have inhaled more than 100 million breaths, each with its appalling number of argon atoms.  You contribute so many argon atoms to the atmospheric bank on which we all draw, that the first little gasp of every baby born on Earth a year ago contained argon atoms that you have since breathed.  And it is a grim fact that you have also contributed a bit to the last gasp of the perishing.

Every saint, every sinner of earlier days, and every common man and common beast, have put argon atoms into the general atmospheric treasury. Your next breath will contain more than 400,000 of the argon atoms that Gandhi breathed in his long life. Argon atoms are here from the conversations at the Last Supper, from the arguments of diplomats at Yalta, and from the recitations of the classic poets.  We have argon from the sighs and pledges of ancient lovers, from the battle cries at Waterloo, even from last year's argonic output by the writer of these lines, who personally has had more than 300 million breathing experiences.  Our next breaths, yours and mind, will sample the snorts, sighs, bellows, shrieks, cheers, and spoken prayers of the prehistoric and historic past.

The Game of the Rose 
Spirit merges with matter to sanctify the universe. Matter transcends to return to spirit. The interchangeability of matter and spirit means the starlit magic of the outermost life of our universe becomes the soul-light magic of the innermost life of our self. The energy of the stars becomes us. We become the energy of the stars. Stardust and spirit unite and we begin: One with the universe. Whole and holy. From one source, endless creative energy, bursting forth, kinetic, elemental. We, the earth, air, water and fire - source of nearly fifteen billion years of cosmic spiraling.
-Rep. Dennis Kucinich, from “Starlight and Spirit”
All of me,

why not take all of me . . .
-Popular song
As profound as Congressman Kucinich’s assessment may be, even more profound than what we may ever come to know about the macro-universe of galaxies, solar systems, and wandering stardust is what we are just beginning to understand about the universe’s smallest things. To quote Freeman Dyson:

The picture of the world that we have reached is the following. Some ten or twenty qualitatively different quantum fields exist. Each fills the whole of space and has its own particular properties. There is nothing else except these fields; the whole of the material universe is built of them. Between various pairs of fields there are various kinds of interaction. Each field manifests itself as an elementary particle. The particles of a given type are always completely identical and indistinguishable. The number of particles of a given type is not fixed, for particles are constantly being created or annihilated or transmuted into one another. The properties of the interactions determine the rules of creation and transmutation of particles.

Even to a hardened theoretical physicist it remains perpetually astounding that our solid world of trees and stones can be built of quantum fields and nothing else. The quantum fields seem far too fluid and insubstantial to be the basic stuff of the universe. Yet we have learned gradually to accept the fact that the laws of quantum dynamics impose their own peculiar rigidity upon the fields they govern, a rigidity which is alien to our intuitive conceptions but which nonetheless effectively holds the earth in place.

Sir Arthur Eddington earlier cited the implications of the quantum perspective in his description of the two distinct natures of his writing desk, as summarized in the following commentary:

You may be familiar with Arthur Eddington’s parable of the two writing desks. First there is the commonsense solid desk of our physical senses which we can wrap with our knuckles, write on, even sit upon. This desk contrasts with the second desk of quantum physics which consists almost entirely of empty space sprinkled with unimaginable tiny specks of energy separated by distances a hundred thousand times their own size. The interior of the atom is nearly entirely empty, a vast void.

There are many folk sciences, including folk physics. To folk physics things like this podium are made of substance; substance is something hard that fills space. This explains why you don't fall through a podium when you lean on it. However, the podium to real physics, as Arthur Eddington put it, is mostly empty space in which sparsely scattered...are numerous electric charges rushing about with great speed; but their combined bulk amounts to less than a billionth of the bulk of the [podium] itself. [Peter Suber] 

The dynamics of quantum fields were intuited a century and a half ago by the most well-known precursor of so-called “New Thought” spiritual philosophy, Ralph Waldo Emerson, in his contemplation of a bed of roses:
These roses under my window make no reference

to former roses or to better ones;

they are for what they are;

they exist with God today.

There is no time to them.

There is simply the rose;

it is perfect in every moment of its existence.

Though I got the metaphysical point of Emerson’s reference to roses before being introduced to the quantum dynamical understanding of how they go about being rosy, it was only upon the latter introduction that Emerson’s intuition of roses successfully informed my own. The occasion of my deeper comprehension of roses was an interview with astro-cosmologist Brian Swimme in 1993. In his book, The Universe Story (co-authored with Thomas Berry), appears a statement that utterly intrigued me: "The human being within the universe is a sounding board within a musical instrument." Preceding this statement were other metaphors of resonant intonation: "Walt Whitman is a space the Milky Way fashioned to feel its own grandeur"; and "the Milky Way expresses its inner depths in Emily Dickinson's poetry, for Emily Dickinson is a dimension of the galaxy's development." 

These statements accorded with my life-long interest in phenomena attributed to “resonant frequency,” of which perhaps the most well-known example is the shattering of a drinking glass from a distance by merely sounding a tone that has just the right volume and pitch to accomplish that effect. At the rarified quantum level of cosmic order there are only resonant frequencies and their particle fallout, which at the denser material level of cosmic order is experienced by us as “stuff happening.” And so, as I was interviewing Brian at his kitchen table about the relationship between quantum and material phenomena, I asked him to explain how the dynamics of resonant intonation interconnect the parts of the cosmic whole. 

Brian tapped his fingers on the table for some time, glancing thoughtfully about before looking out the window and replying:

Let me do that by considering the rose outside the window here. First of all, the light from that rose is radiating from the rose itself. This is contrary to what Newton said, that light bounces off the rose. From the perspective of quantum physics, light radiates from the rose. When light is absorbed by the rose, every photon that comes from the sun to the rose vanishes, is gone, is absorbed by the rose. So then what happens? Actually, the rose creates light - except that I don't really think of it in terms of light, because this suggests that what is being radiated is different from the rose. What the rose creates is photons, and they are not the same photons that it absorbed. That is point number one: the rose's photons are creations of the rose itself. 

Point number two is that the connotation of the word "photon" is also faulty, suggesting that a particle of light is somehow different from a rose. The photons radiating from the rose are best understood as the self-expression of the rose. What is actually coming to you, what you actually see, is rose itself, as opposed to light bouncing off of rose.  It's just rose. 

Not only is our Newtonian idea of light faulty, so is our Newtonian idea of presence.  Because just as we once thought that light was like little bullets that bounce off the surfaces that it touches, we also thought that a rose existed in one place, that the actual presence of the rose could be localized. In quantum physics that's not the way it works.  It can't be, because the presence of the rose is wherever it affects anything. If you ask where the rose is located in terms of quantum mechanics, you must speak in terms of wherever it is affecting the universe. Therefore, if I am affected by the rose, it is here as well as there. I don't mean that it's partially here, or that its image is here, I mean that the rose itself is here. 

Yet even if you are profoundly influenced by the rose, you are still picking up only a tiny dimension of what the rose is expressing about itself. The range of energies given off by the rose is vast, and the ability of our eyes and other senses to respond to that range is very limited. There is so much that is flooding us, and we are able to respond to such a tiny piece of it. 

Now in that context, let's employ a metaphor similar to that of the sounding board, and say that human beings are like tuning forks. In the midst of a symphonic orchestra, a tuning fork begins to sound its particular note. And that's the way I think of a human being in the midst of the universe.”
Like Emerson’s non-referring roses, each person uniquely resounds the universe’s wholeness with a resonance that is distinct from that of all former persons. Accordingly, while from the macro-cosmic perspective of material objectivity it appears that I may be reduced to the sum of my parts, from the micro-cosmic perspective of quantum-field multiplicity, I am produced as a local expression of the universe’s totality. 

The universe is an all-inclusive and never-ending composition of Ultimate Relationship. As a local instrumentation of that composition, I resound a local variation of its composition. In so doing, I am far greater than any summation of my material parts. I am a whole-self being in tune with the wholeness of the cosmos overall, rather than a biologically computerized vehicle at the end of a cosmic assembly line. 

In other words, it is the universal wholeness of The Thing Itself which, by any other name, is just as sweet in Ultimate Relationship to all that is.

[Next: Resounding Our Cosmic Song and Dance]
Resounding Our Cosmic Song and Dance
Time-lapse photography has allowed us to glimpse the unfolding of flowers and embryos and galaxies. If we were able to view the sense of self in a similar way, we would be able to glimpse also the external deconstruction and reconstruction of the sense of self in ever-moving, sequential, and beautiful patterns of unfolding. We do not yet have a good vantage point on ourselves. -Kathleen Dowling Singh
Rather than being a creature made up of interchangeable parts, I am the resonant beingness of their unique expression as a whole, created in the image and likeness of a universe that is likewise whole:

"What is this universe?" I asked

of physicists, astronomers and others

who strive daily to penetrate its depths and breadths.

They told me of wondrous things,

of energies, velocities and distances

measured only by time that I don't have.

And they told me about stars that have long since ceased to shine,

but whose prior light only just now coming to our eyes

still serves to guide seafaring mariners in the dark.

Since I am a mariner myself,

destined to find my own way on life's uncharted sea,

I thought: Perhaps the stars have guidance for me, too.

I shall consult them face to face.
And thus it was I found myself beneath a starry night,

surrounded by the rhythms of rustling stalks of corn,

of crickets and of other night-time celebrants.

I watched and listened far and long,

and marveled that a guiding star, though dead
(perhaps, two thousand years?)
could be communed with trustingly by those who seek direction.

I consulted with the galaxies,

until I recognized that the sparkling far above

was echoing in the pulsing melodies of the celebrants below.
"What is this universe?"

The answer to my question came in four-part harmony:

S elves, in unison with

O thers, re-creating

N ature in fulfillment of nature's

G od.

Uni-verse is one song.

To resound means to sound again – to re-sound. To resonate is to re-sound at a stable and persistent frequency. Each of the universe’s parts is analogous to an instrument that, like a tuning fork, locally resonates at a persistently resounding frequency within the non-local (everywhere present) holistic orchestration of perpetual cosmic harmony. This harmony is produced by the universe’s quantum fields in concert, a symphony in which each instrument plays its part in accordance (a chord dance) with all other instruments. 

As the most intelligent parts of the universe yet known to us, we human beings have the ability to “carry the tune” of our resonant frequencies mindfully rather than subconsciously. We can (with practice!) discern when they are “out of tune” as well as how to re-attune ourselves to the overall cosmic harmony. Such knowledge-ability has elsewhere been called being “in tune with the infinite.” From a practically applied operational perspective, it may also be called “the science of minding my own business.”

Mindfully resounding my uniquely local tune in harmonious counterpoint to the universal symphony is a science, the science of attuning my awareness to the orchestrating principles that preordain our Ultimate Relationship. Whether my experience is in or out of tune with this Ultimate Relationship is a function of my integral awareness of 1) its orchestrating principles of relationship, 2) the unique resonant frequency that inheres (in-here’s) my own being, and 3) the attunement of my resonant frequency to the orchestrating principles.

The practice of this science was prescribed by dancer Martha Graham:

There is a vitality, a life-force, an energy, a quickening that is translated through you...and because there is only one of you in all time, this expression is unique. And if you block it, it will never exist through any other medium, and will be lost.  It is not your business to determine how good it is, nor how valuable, nor how it compares with other expressions.  It is your business to keep it yours clearly and directly, to keep the channel open. You do not even have to believe in yourself or your work. You have to keep open and aware directly to the urges that activate you.

KEEP THE CHANNEL OPEN!

As it is with the presence and scent of roses, so it is accordingly with the prescience and sentience of my human beingness: I am the lord-within of my own resonant dance . . .

. . . so long as I keep the channel open.
Our First Spiritual Icon

Despite the self-similarity of our omni-leveled interconnectivity, our resultant interdependence with the planet as a whole goes unrecognized by all but a few of the billions of persons whose lives are woven thereinto, as well as therefrom.  This led one environmentalist in the 1960’s to contemplate how different our perspective might be if the scale of our interconnectivity were more localized:

If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter, floating a few feet above a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it.  People would walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, its little pools, and at the water flowing between the pools.  People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it and the water suspended in the gas.

People would marvel at all the creatures walking around the surface of the ball, and at the creatures in the water.  People would declare it to be sacred because it was the only one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt.  The ball would be the greatest wonder known, and people would come to pray to it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty and to wonder how it could be.

People would love it, and defend it with their lives.

If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter.  -Joe Miller
At a macrocosmic level, this diminutive scenario has already taken place. Astronomer Fred Hoyle proclaimed in 1948: "Once a photograph of the Earth, taken from the outside, is available . . . a new idea as powerful as any in history will let loose."  Two decades later we had such a photo.  The image that we have come to know as the “Whole Earth” became our species' first global icon, the first image ever to be revered by people of every nation, religion and culture on the planet, and thus the initial icon of an emerging universal spirituality.

To appreciate the Whole Earth icon’s subliminal impact, imagine for a moment, as suggested in Peter Russell’s book and video entitled The Global Brain, that you are a flea living on an elephant, unable to see the entire elephant and thus having no idea that it, like yourself, is a living creature. Then one day you make a giant hop so far away from the elephant that you see it for the first time as the creature that it is.

The Apollo space program was analogous to such a leap.  As one astronaut described this experience:

You realize that on that small spot, that little blue and white thing, is everything that means anything to you – all of history and music and poetry and art and death and birth and love, tears, joy, games – all of it on that little spot out there . . . .  You recognize that you are a piece of this total life . . . .  And when you come back there is a difference in the world now.  There is a difference in that relationship between you and that planet and you and all those other life forms on that planet, because you've had that kind of experience.  -Rusty Schweickart
It was just such a vicariously dawning awareness in the rest of us that propagated the World Future Society's slogan, "Think globally, act locally."

Thinking Like a Planet

Half a century ago, around the time of Fred Hoyle’s prediction about a photograph of the Earth, naturalist Aldo Leopold wrote in his book, A Sand County Almanac, that understanding the nature of a mountain requires one to "think like a mountain," to comprehend the mountain’s wholeness by discerning, appreciating and complying with the particular confluence of the mountain’s greater environments (atmospheric, biospheric, lithospheric) with the mountain’s immediate environments (weather, mineral components, eco-communities) which synchronously constitute being a mountain.

Today we are challenged to think like a planet, to discern, appreciate and comply with the confluence of evolutionary processes and natural systems that constitute Earth’s being what it is.  The state of our planet is challenging us to become conscious evolutionaries, people whose operational relationship with the Earth is perceived from the perspective of the intricate complex of omni-mutual give-and-take that governs the evolutionary process, i.e., from the perspective of cosmic singularity, circularity, and reciprocity.
We are challenged, in other words, to be a species that thinks like a planet. This requires an even more comprehensive awareness than the one called for by the World Future Society. Since the evolutionary process is cosmic, not merely planetary, our challenge is to perceive universally while thinking globally and acting locally. As we do so, it becomes readily apparent that our species is a fifth geological force. Over the past two centuries we have become a terra-forming (i.e., planet-shaping) force. For better or worse – at present seemingly for worse – Earth’s environment is becoming a humanvironment.

Prior to the emergence of our species’ global impact there were only four geological forces shaping the overall dynamics of Earth’s ongoing formation: electromagnetism, wind erosion, water erosion, and the subterranean geothermal/tectonic activities that give sudden rise to mountain ranges, volcanic eruptions, earthquakes, and tidal waves, and more gradual sea-floor spreading and continental drift. Humanity has literally become Earth’s fifth geological force, and in some instances we are modifying Earth’s overall ecology far more rapidly than are the four systemic terra-forming forces that preceded our own. We perform our geological change-agent role mostly via our effect upon the four antecedent forces, such as when 

· we proliferate power-line grids that locally alter Earth’s electromagnetic activity, and perturbate its overall electromagnetic field via the U.S. Air Force and Navy’s HAARP project; 
· we alter weather patterns via our global pollution of Earth's waters and warming of its atmosphere;

· we disturb geological fault lines with underground nuclear explosions.

The increasing ineptness of humankind’s emergent geological role was already so apparent to me 40 years ago that I penned my own concerns at that time as follows:
Earth is a single household.
The planet's winds and waters see to that, 
so interlinked are they
that each square mile of earthly surface
contains some stuff from every other mile.

Some say the winds alone
carried topsoil from the 1930's Dust Bowl
three times around the Earth
before the atmosphere was cleansed of it.

Today, Earth's soiled air disseminates
exhaust of billions of tailpipes and chimneys,
while the global network of her waterways
spreads other human waste around the planet.

As we alter thus the content of Earth's atmosphere,
and tamper with the chemistry of her waters,
we take her life into our hands
along with all lifekind that's yet to come.

Earth is a single household,
but the homestead is not ours;
we are only visitors
in the living room of those about to follow,
caretakers of the hospitality
and shelter that our children's home affords.

Our children,
not ourselves,
are the earthly homestead's host,
and we are but their household's privileged guests.

Why then do we abuse their mansion so,
as if we had the right to wreck their residence?
What have they and their children done
to earn a life of struggling
to restore what we've undone?

Of what crimes do we hold Earth's children guilty,
that we sentence them to life at such hard labor?
And what are we doing to our children's living room,
as we trample, scrape and pave its carpet bare?

Our children ask the Earth for bread.
Are we giving them a stone?

As we do begin thinking like a planet, our conscious evolutionary role as Earthlings becomes quite clear:

Our Earthly function is not to save, fix or otherwise improve our planet. We are instead here to conscientiously and systematically nurture lifekind’s further evolution. In other words,
We are the custodians of lifekind.
Implications of Inclusivity
You can’t change just one thing.

Degrees of connectivity.

